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" ABSTRACT , 

Part of a yea u- long sociolinguistic study of teacher 
and pupil perceptions of classroom discourse, this study presents* 
data on pupil perceptions of discourse in play setting*, subjects 
were 165 pupils* from six second, third, and fourth grade classrooms 

■ in a lower socioeconomic, multiethnic elemeRary sfchool- In^each of 
the six dlapsrooms six children were- randomly' selected (stratified by 
sex and peer status) to form six play groups- gachgrouj of children 
was then videotaped while playing with construction .toys- Videotapes 
were played track in shortL segment s to all of the pupils in the 
claissroom^to which the play grbup belonged* Fo^Lowing each videotaped 
segment/ pupils *ere individually asked to report on "what they heard 
anyone saying" in that segment of the, videotape- Data obtained was 
cotpared to data previously obtained during discourse in classroom* 
settings- Pindings indicated that certain language events or 
functions, such as attention-getting and information-giving*,' occurred 
frequently in bd£h play and classroom settings- However, in both 
settings these eveifts were not necessarily those most salient (i*e-, 
most frequent ly* "hefcrd") to pupils." The data further shew that peer 
status and sex, are related to patterns of processing information in * 
tft>th lesson and'play settings- Higher peer status subjects in both 

'settings reported more total information (tela ted 'to both language 
and the sopiaL context in which that language occurred)- Girls 
appeared to bf more alfert than boys to the source of language in both 
settings, with', girls reporting the comments *of ether girls 
significantly more often\than those of boys', while boys showed no 
significant difference' in reporting of girls. 1 versus boys 1 comments* 
0 (Au*hor/HP) • 
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1 ABSTRACT 
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' 'This report pTesents data on one aspect of a year-long sociolinguistic ^ 
study of participant perspectives of classroom discourse. The subjects were 
165 pupils iisix second, third, and fourth grffde classrooms in a lower socio- 
economic, multiethnic elementaTy school .Pupil perceptions 'of language, in home, 
school, and play settings- were compared to arrive at a better understanding • - 
of pupil perceptions of classroom discburse. 

• This paper presents data gathered on perceptions of language -in play set- 
-tines. Six play groups, randomly selected from the six classrooms, and strktified 
by sex and peer status, were videotaped playing with construction toys. Video- 
tapes were played back in short segments to classmates, who reported individually 
-on "what they heard "anyone saying" in the play setting. Ten outside observers, 
specialists and teachers in early childhood, also viewed the videotapes and 
reported their perceptions of the language and interaction observed. V 

Findings indicated that certain language events (functions) were important 
(occurred frequently) in both play settings 'and classroom discourse (e.g., 
attention-getting information-giving, directing)', but they were carried out 
(realized) very differently in the two settings.- In both settings- language 
events which occurred most frequently were not necessarily those whiifh were 
most salienf to pupils (i.e., reported as "heard" by pupils most ofter,). Sex # 
and status within the peer grbup were variables that appeared to affect children s 
processing of sociolinguistic information in similar ways bottpsettings , but _ 
seemed to affect children's participation in discourse differently in the two 
settings. Observable differences in styles of interaction in the Rlay groups 
(e g., competitive vs. cooperative play; unimaginative vs. inventiviruse of 
materials) corresponded to observable differences in patterns of discourse in 
the classrooms from which the play groups were drawn. . - 

It is concluded that: language production competencies that were practiced . 
and developed in play groups were rarely built on or utilized in the classroom 
setting; language reception strategies that were effective or productive in ^ 
'play settings appeared to b-W'somewhat counterproductive (with regard to final 
treading achievement) in the classroom setting; and interaction among children 
in play groups could provide valuable information abouf how communication skills 
learned' in informal settings may affect communicative competence and' reading ( 
achievement in the -classroom. Further research, in all these areas is recommended. 
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♦'This final report is organized into five separate parts, which are: 

Part I: What Did Anybody Say? (salient features of classroom 
' ' discourse) , # 

• • 

4 Part II: Why Do You Ask? (interpretations of the question cycle) 

Part III: Rules of Discourse, Classroom Status, Pupil Participation, 
and Achievement in Reading: A Chainin^of Relationships. 

- ' • Part IvS How Do We- Know? (alternative descriptions of classroom dis- 
course) 

Part V: Attending tfc.the Discourse of Classmates in Play Settings 
Copies of other parts of this report cah.be obtained from Syracuse University 

« 

at a nominal fee. ' * 

A number of people have contributed in yi variety of ways to the conduct 
of the study and the- preparation of the final report, and we are grateful to 
them all 1 . Rosedith Sitgreaves of Stanford University gave us invaluable advice 
on questions qf Statistical analysis. Roger Shuy o^ Georgetown University and 
the Center for Applied Linguistics was a major consultant on the sociolinguis- 
tic analysis Z the data -and. was assisted in hlVinalyses by Steve Cahir, also 
of the Center for Applied Linguistics. ..Arnulfo Ramirez of the State Univer- 
sity of New- York at. Albany conducted a sub-study that provided 'a speech act . 
analysis of all thirty-six lessons. Margaret. Lay-Dopyera of Syracuse Univer- 
sity conducted a sub-study thajt^ provided a description of 'pupil's communica- 
tion patterqp in play settings. r 
^ Research assistants who bravely waded with us through the masses of 

data, contributing important- ideas. of tneir own along the way, included Mary 
^Hamilton at the California State University at. Hayward, and Gary fcalluzzq, 
Fred Fagal, and Patricia Graham at Syracuse University. . The hardy souls who ; 
sat on the floor talking with pupils throughout the school year of 1978-79, 

■ y •- . . • . • 



axyl who enabled ue te gather a wide variety of relevant data because they 

so quickly won the trust and cooperation of those pupils, .'were Susan Lytl/, 1 

Kifty Norton, Stephanie fiannon, and Greg Nierman. 

We w^fe^to express our appreciation to Kent Viehoeyer and Virginia 
Koehler of the National Institute of Education for their advice and assis- 
tance in dealings with administrative idiosyncracies of the project, and to 
Harold Shatzen (Research Foundation, California State University at Hayward), 
William Hough, and Wiiliam Wilson (Office of Sponsored Programs, Syracuse' 
University) for their -assistance in .dealing with budget matters. < • 4 „ 

Production of this final report proceeded according to schedule because 
of. the skilful typing of Laurie Battellg and Linda Wozniak. We are indebted 
to them for their cheerful assistance. ^ 

Most of all, we owe' our thanks to the pupils and teachers of the "South 
Bay School," who shared with us their thoughts about language in classrooms, 
to the parents, who welcomed us in to tkeir homes to Videotape family conver- 
sations, and to the principal, who provided the support and resources to make 
us feel at home in his .school. We have learned much from all of them, and 



will not soon forget any of them. 
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Greta Morine-Dershimer V 
(Syracuse University) 

Morton Tenenberg 
(California' State University, Hayward) 
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INTRODUCTION 

# 

This report presents details of a sub-study on pifpil perceptions of dis- 
course in play settings, which was part of a*ye*i;-long' study of pupil arid teacher 
perceptions of classroom discourse* The study was one Of eight sociolingu^stjc 
studies funded by the ■ National Institute of Education to, examine the general" 
problem of causes and effects of inadequate learning of the rules and processes 
of classroom discourse., Detailed findings from the study have be^n presented 
in the first four parts of this final report. . • , . 

The study design involved a comparison of pupil perceptions of language 

v. r \ * • ' . 

in home, school, .and play settings as a way of, more accurately understanding 
pupil -perceptions of classroom discourse. We found-this procedure to be very 
productive. The plan was based on Stubbs 1 (1976) admonition that the study of ] 
language in education "should be based primarily on naturalistic observations 
and recording of language in real social si tjia'tions : mainly in the classroom 
itself, but also in the home, and in the peer group, which is the most ^ower- < 
ful linguistic influeoce-on children (pg. 112).",. 
Pertinent Findings From - ' p 

Main Study , ' . * 

As the findings of the main study unfolded, we became more and mote impressed 

with the idea that the peer group was the "most powerful linguistic influence 
i 

on children*" We found, for example, that when children were asked, "Who do 
you mostly talk with at home," 57% answered "my brother" or "my .sister," while 
only 31% said "my mother," and only 12% said "my father." 

There was also evidence to suggest that peer status was a factoiy in use ' 

of language between peers. When children were asked, "Khat do you say when 

*■ 

you wan£ to get your friend's attention (or "get your friend to do something") ,V 
and "What dotes your friend say when (s)he wants to get your attention lot "get*. 

you'to do something"),"' the sentences tfrey generated showed that different 

' ' * > • 

forms of address were used, dependent upon, the child's status within the pefr, 



<) . * . . ■• 2. 

/< - 

«oup. For both functions, pupils low In status with their peers tende'd to 
attribute forms indicative of lower relative status' to themselves, and forms 
indicative of higher' relative status to their friends (e.g., "L say,' Do you want ■ 
to^de bikes? 1 '; "My friend says, £ive me the ball.'S. Pupils, high in peer M ^ 

status tended to generate sentence forms for "getting someone to dp something" m 

* > • 

that indicated their higher relative. status , but used more nearly equal status 
forms' for "getting someone's attention." (See Part III for more detail.) 

Perhaps most important of all was the evidence that the peer group an3 
peer^status were important factors in pupil attention to classroom discourse. 
Although teacher talk predominated in lessons, pupils repo^ted^hea^ing' thg re- , 

% sponses of other pupils proportionately^&ere than teacher questions (p K .001). 
(See Part IV for more^detail.) In addition, there were peer status differences 
in patterns of attention, with pupils of higher peer- status reporting more pupil 
"answers than impT^Tf low or middle status* (p^ .05^), and also reporting more #< 
total information (e.g. ,' adding information on social context, who said what 
to whoni, in. reporting the actual language heard) when asked what they heard 
anyone saying in thf lesson (p ^ .02): Ofee Part I for more detail.) ' 

We were interested to note that, while peer status was related to pupil 
attention patterns in classroom lessons, it was not .related to their participa- 
tion patterns. Pupils high in peer status were no more apt to' Contribute comments 
in class discussions tTTan pupils low In peer status. This was in sharp contrast 
to most other classroom status variables. jSex, entering reading achievement, 

* and. status with teacher were all significantly related to participation in class 
discussions. Boys participated more than girls (p K .01); pupils hi^h in entering 
reading achievement participated more, than those low in achievement (p *C .025), 

and pupils high in status with the teacher participated more than those low in 

' ' t 

status (p < .025). (See Part III for more fietail) . 

* Tijere were certain indications that patterns of language use among peetfs 

were quite different from patterns of discourse in lessons. For example, the 
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^questton-response-react cycle identified so frequent{y^in the literature on 
classrooiD interaction (Bellack, 1966;Mehan, Cazden, Coles, Fisher & Maroules, 

* 1976) clearly accounted for most of the language in the lessons examined in this 
study, yet when children described what kinds of things they did and said while 
playing with their friends at home and at school of them reported various 

forms of directives, or attempts to influence playiftates, wflile only 4% reported 

• * ». • » * 

f * " 

asking for information, and only 6f reported giving information. Our initial * 

observations x>f the Videotapes of play groups seemed to corroborate the children's 

s * • 

\eports, at least in parjk Our impression was that getting the »at tent ion of 
others and attempting' tq direct or influence others were the two principle 
language functions in which children were engaged in these play groups. Questions 
occurred very infrequently. 

Invest igative* Questions „ m . 

Putting thfese findings and impressions together, we were led to ask the 

forffcying question^: ** ' 

1. Since children's reports seem to Indicate that language events .which ; 
« predominate in play settings &re different from those which predominate 
in .lessens, can clear patterns of predominant language events in play 
settings be identified by outside observers, and, if so, are these 
patterns in reality different from the paf tern# of classroom discourse? 

f 2. Since the language events which predominate ,in lessons (e.g. , teachers' V 
opening moves) are apparently not the events which are most saliekt v 
to pupils, will the language events which predominate in play settTin^s # 
also be different from those which predominate in children's teports 
of what they hear being said? x . 

3. Since peer status is apparently, an important factor in pupil patterns , 
of processing informatign in classroom discourse, will it also be* an 
important factor in patterns of processing information from conversa- 
tions in play groups? 

+ 

4. Since peer' status is apparently not an important factor £n participa- % 
tion in classroom discussions', but sex is, will these pupil status 
variables jie factors in participation in play groups? 

The final question of interest to us in this report derives from the^f act ' 

that we found several differences among classrooms with regard to patterns of 

discourse. These differences were related to differences in PH^il perceptions^ 

,9 ' 



of the functions of language events, and also, for at least two ^classrooms , 

related to' differences in final reading achievement "gains." ' (See Part II f<^r 

further detail.) We wondered whether differences in patterns of 'ftassroonv 

discourse might/be reflected in patterns of interaction in the play groups which 

were drawn from these classrooms. Accordingly, we aske4: 

5. Can play groups be readily dif ferentikted by outside observers with 

regard to certain types of interaction, and if so, do these differences 
appeal to be tied to differences -in patterns of classroom discourse? 

PROCEDURES V 

Subjects 

The subjects of tjiis sub-study are 165 children, iirsix second, third, and 



fourth grade classrooms, in a single school located at the southern end of the 
San Franti^^Bay^ The school is located in a lower socioeconomic, multiethnic', 
urban area, consisting mainly of »small, single family dwellings. Stable, >two 
parent families precjpminate, and fhe school population is also remarkably stable 
for a lower SES community. About 45%' qf the pupils are Mexican-American, 32% ^ 
are Anglo, 11% Black, and 9% other minority groups, including primarily children 
of Asian and Portuguese ^extract i^n. The school appears to * to be well'inte- - 
grated', with numerous friendship choices that cross ethnic "lines."- 

A special subset of subjects includes the 36 children who participated in 
the six pla/ groups under study here* In each of* the six classrooms six children 
were .randomly selected (stratified by sex and peer stattf^) to form a play group. 
An attempt was also made to reflect the multiethnic character of the classrooms 
in these p4ay groups. | 

* 

Data Collection Procedures 

W •. . 

"The" basic data collection procedure for this sub-study involved videotaping 
• each of the six piayp*£*oups identified above. In February, each play group \ras 

♦ 

taken out of t^ie classroom and brought into the music room. The floor l)ad been 
covered with rugs, and a variety o'f constructi&n toys (e.g., wooden blocks, ^ 
''nesting" plastic tubes, Lincoln logs, colored pipe/cleaners) were distributed 

• • jo • 



around a central area of. the room. A teleyisiol(^cainera was set up in one corner 

of the room. Children were told that they could usfe any of the -construction • 

toys in any way they chose, and that the camera would videotape their play,. 

(By this point in the year children were quite accustomed to having lesions ^ 

\ 

videotaped regularly in their classrooms.) The videotape recorder was then 

«>*«'• 

turned' on, and allowed to rue for thirty minutes. The researcher 1 remained in 
a far comer of the roon* for part of the play session, and wandered out of the, 
room to the adjoining stkge for part of the time. * 

x The videotapes thus . obtained were edited %o ab^ut 12 minutes in length, 
with segments selected on the basis of two criteria: clarity of the 'children' s 
conversation; and inclusion x of a variety of the activities which had occurred 
during the 30*minut<>s. Each edited videotape was played back in small group 

settings for all of" the pupils in the classroom to which the- play groups belonged . 

* ' . i i v \ 

Each tape was played back in three 4-minute segments '(approximate), and typically 

* - - / 

each segment^ involved a different p^ay. activity . After each segment each pupil 
' / 

was asked individually by a researcher, "What did ^ou hear anybody saying in 
that part?" jhe 'pupil's response was printed verbatim on a 3 x 5 card* and 
the- researcher- then asked, "What else did you hear anybody saying?" This con- 
tinued until the child coulc/ think of no more responses. The next segment of 
the tape was then played, and the procedure repeated. v . 

Prior to the videotaping of play groups (in January) information was gathere 
on pupil statUs in the peer group within each classroom. Each child was indi- 
vidually presented with an array of photographs of children in the cLass, given 
a series of scenarios, and asked 'to select the threG* children most likely and 
least likely to fit each scenario. The episodes involved selection .of a team 
for a* sports contest, selection o$ a team for a TV quiz show, identification 
of the children who would be, likely (or unlikely) to take charge and kno# what 
to'doiif there were an accident in^the room and.no adults were around, and identi 



-••v 
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' 6. 

• ; / • * * ^ ^ - n 

fication of the^ehildren who w*i^ld probably be Observed ^'hanging around" with 

+ r 9 • \ • 

the pupil if (s)he were followed for a weefk. Composite scores wer^ developed, 

.» • • . ' 

for each pupil According to how frequently (s)he was mentioned under "most % * 

x - r 

likely" and "least likely"* categories, and within eacfti- classroom pypijs'* were + 

classified as high, middle, or low in* peer status, on the basis of these compos- 

ite scores. 4 

t 

• * 

Data Analysis Procedure^ 

A category system was- developed to reflect the types of language whifc^ 
children reported in response to the question, "Whatvdid you hear anybody saying?" 
The categories which'emerged were then che<fked against a system developed to 
describe children's actual patterns of 'language in play groups (Wood, 1977),—' 
and found to be roughly similar. The categories included: 

1. Word FJlay (e.g., "Monkey bars. Monkey see, monkey do, I see* monkey...;" 
"Any kind of an-i-mal; any kind of an-i-mal."); 

2. Attention-Getting .(e.g. , ''Lookit, it's a monkey bar;" "Look, Brian, 
a windmill;" "ipok at me, I'm Superman.") , 

*• *- * 

3. Information-Seeking (e.'g. , ."What is it?" "Did you see 'Heaven- Can 
Wait 1 ?" "Do you want -a hat on the snake, Manny?"); 

^^Information-Giving (e.g., "Tt4s is how worms are, but they aren't tjiis 
color;" "Wh^n I went to catechism, a little boy got lost and he was 
-crying."); ' 

5. Directing/Influencing (e.g., "Hey you guys, let's knock Nacho's air- 
r ?l& ne d °wn;" "Don^t do that, Danny;'" "Let's make a building.");. 

6. Teasing/Taunting (e*g., "The boys beat th^girls;" "Kiss Christina;" 
"You're a fat Superman."); and * , - ^ * 

'7. Approving/Congratulating (e.g., "That's real tall!" "You got it,,Delia!") 

» - t 

• All of the play group language reported as heard by pupils was coded, using 

ttiis category system. Coding was doneuindependently by two separate coders. 

I ■ / • 

Interco^er agreement was .87. When all pupil responses , had ; been coded, the 

* -\ 

total .frequencies and proportions for each category werfc calculated by class- 
roc/m. The Friedman two-way ^nalysis of variance by ranks was used to determine 
whether* the types of l^puage most frequently reported were similar across class- 
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'rpoipp (play groups). .* • " 1 t < v ~ # * 

• # ** • * *** * i 

For the '.subset of pupils who were participants in the playgroups,- two ad- 



... . • ' 



^dltional analyses were carried. out. First, for feach pupil participant a measure' 
&f "infcmiiation load 11 was obtained. • This rifeasure was^eteanined'by counting 
each separate report of actual^language heard as one item of information, and 
*dSing one item of -inform&tion for each report, of the social context In which 

. the language occurred (e.g., who, /said ,it,'who it was said to, what was^said e 

* i 
• • « 

-in reply). Thus, if after viewing a "sword fight" held with LiiteQln logs, a 

pupil reported hearing, lf 0n guard!" , it was counted as one iVem of information. 
. If another pupil reported that "Ray^Jfeid ' 'On guard' to Gavino," it ttes counted 
^as three items of information. ' * 

Second, for each pupil participant a measure of "the number of playmates 
c^ted as "sourCes'^as obtained. This measure could range from zero to five, 
since each play group included six children. Citing oneself as a source .of 
the* language reported, was not counted. Ana^sis of variance was used to determine 
-whether these two measures varied by sex or peer status of the participant*. 

- For purposes of describing t^ie actual language behavior in the play grbups f 
w* would have preferred having aN^ocioliriguist analyse the videotapes in detail, 
as we did with the classroom language tapes. Even preparing transcripts of 
the interaction would have been prohibitively time-consuming, s'ince several 

\ children were frequently talking at once, and much of the interaction was non- 

v • + * * 

«' » 

verbal. Since this was only a sub-study we could not afford such a detailed 

. • • * • 

analysis. Instead we used ratings by ten independent outside observers, all of 

' whom were experienced and knowledgeable observers of young children (four pro T 

fessors of human devel6pment, 1 three classroom teachers of. primary grade children, 

and three doctoral students in e^rly ".childhood education). These outside ob- 

servers first viewed the initial three to five minutes" of. a videotaped play 

session in order to get oriented to the play group and identify the six children. 
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in the group by name. They were given no information about the children other 
than theirjiamea and. grate lev^l. The videotape was then played in its entirety 
C12 minut* and observers were asked-to guess the identities of the girls and 
t*e boys who were high and low in peer status. The videotape was again play* 
•in its entirety, "and the o>servers were asked to rank^the seven types of language 
events reported by pupils (wordplay! attention-getting, information-seeking, „ 
informa.tion-giving, directing/ influencing, teasing/ taunting* and approving/" 
congratulating) in terms x>f "the frequency with which these events had occurred 
in tnat p^ay setting. Finally, the observers were asked to-rate the play*g*aup 
on a five-point scale on the following dimensions: cooperative vs. competitive ; V 
play; inventive 'vs. nonimaginative or routine use. of materials; variation vs A . 
repetitiveness of activities.- ' 

Each of these three sets of data from observers were placed" in a ranked 

m 

format, andthe rankings were analyzed for agreement using the Kendall coefficient 

VV * ' 
of concordance (W) . n% 

FINDINGS 

in reporting the 'findings of this sub-study, we will address each of the 
five investigate questions in tijrn, ^gB^ 
Predominant Language Events ^^Pr 

in Play- Settings - . * * 

The ten experienced observers who viewed the videotjnes of play groups showed 
significant agreement in their rankings of types- of language events By the fre- 
quency of their occurrence in each play setting. The Kendall coefficients of 
concordance for.-observatiotis of each play group were as follows: Play- group A, 
W-.437; Play group B, W-.444; Play group C, W-.629; Play group D, W-.285; Play 
group E, Play group*, W-.375. Each of these coefficients is,signlf icant 

a% p<.01. - - . 

As Siegel U956) notes, it is suggested that "the Deaf estimate of the 
•true' ranking ... is provided, when W is significant, by the order. of the 
various sons of ranks, R. ." Accordingly we have used R in determining whether 

14 



the observed patterns of language events are consistent across classrooms. 
Table 1 presents transformed R^s (the Kendall coefficient uses highest ranking! 



« 

1 



as 1, whiJLe the Friedman two-way analysis of 'variance used lowest ranking as 
1, so a transformation was performed to yield reciprocal sums of ranks), which 



have been used ill a FriQ^an two-way analysis of variance by ranks. As noted in 
the table, x r fs significant at p < .001. 

Not only do the observers agree on the* types of language events which^ aite 
^Abst and least frequent within each play setting, but across the six play setting 
there is significant agreement on the^types of language events that predominate. 
The most frequently occurring language events, according to these observations, 
are Information-Giving, Attention-Getting, and Directing/Influencing. The 
least frequently occurring language events are ^ Approving /Congrattffca^ing and 
Word Play/ Thus, the evidence does corroborate children's reports pointing 



to attention-getting and ' direcjirfg/inf luendiftg as important language functions 

* 7 " • 

in play settings. v 1 - 

How different are these patterns from the patterns of classroom discourse? 



In, these classrooms as in most, the predominant pattern is:, teacher asks a 
question (Information-Seeking); (Children raise their han4s (Attention-Getting) ; 
k child answers the (question (Information^Giving) ; and the teacher may or may 
not react (possibly Approving). Frequently the teacher's opening move in this 
question cyfcle involves several speech acts that are appropriately called 
managing (Directing). (See Part IV of final report for further detail on how 
this pattern is played out in these particular classrooms.) 'Clearly, attention- 
getting,, in^ormat Jon-giving, and directing/influencing are important language 
functions in both classroom and play settings. But this is not to say that they 
operate similarly in both settings. ( t 

Attentrion-getting is primarily nonverbal in classrooms. "Raise your hand 11 
is the most universally understood rule of classroom discourse (see Part III 
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Praygroup A 49 

Playgroup B 34 

PJaygroup c 19 

Playgroup D % 38 

Playgroup E 18 

Playgroup F 37 



TA^LE 1 

. / Observers' Rankings of Frequency 

\ • of Language -Events "Observed in Play Groups 
(Transformed Sums of bankings) 

Word Attention- Information- Information- Directing/ 
" Play Getting Seeking' * Giving influencing -Teasing ' Approving 



51 
57 
41 
42 
56 
42 



17 
28 
51 
29 
21 
45 



52 

.56 - 
'67 

V46 r. 
44 
65 



44 


...42 


,20 


49 


40 


16 


53 


27 


22 


/ 






46 


58 


21 


54 


60 


27 


41 


« 

20 


30 



x r -23.19; *df-6; p < .001 
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of final report). Attention-getting iri theie play groups was very verbal. 
The most frequently used words' and phrases were:" "Lookit;" "Hey, you^guys;" 
"Kevin (or tailing another child by name):" and "See what I'm making." These 
devices certainly did not guarantee the desired attention of playmates, and ^ 
when attention was gained, it was fleeting. No one monitored 'the bids and ,dis- 
tributed the attention among participants, as an effective teacher , might . Each- 
child dispensed his/her own attention to others, rarely in any equal fashion. 
The differences in attention-getting in' the trfo settings are clear.'. 

Information-giving by pupils is lately reactive in classroom discourse, 
i.e., it usually occurs in response to a teacher f s Question. One of the conse- 
quences of this is that pOpil responses are rarely given in what te&chers call 
"compl^f sentences." ^ The <,informat ion-giving in these play groups was rarely 
in response to questions, for "few questions were asked. Rather, children volun^^ 
teered information that they wanted to share with others. It is interesting 
to note that most of these utterances were "complete sentences," (and w6re 



reported back as such t?y children who obs^tved the videotape) . For example: 

J 

I'm gonn^ make a bridge. ; 
I'm finished. * 

'I'm building a trap for Bugs Bunny y ' ^ 
I'm going to make a colored snake. / ^ 
This' is the Lincoln log ride. ^ 
This is how t*fe log ride goes. 
It's my birthday tomorrow. 
""Jade" starts with a J. / 
My mother's name isn't Karen. 

These pipe cleaners are good for nuking bracelets* 

It looks like a towfer. 4 

It's so Ijigh I can't reach the top. 

In additiSn/much of the information shared is in the form of "participant* infor- 

matlves/'^i.e. the speaker - includes him/herself in the statement. This is in 

contrast to discourse in these children's classrooms, where non-participant 

infofmatives," (talking about objects, events, or -concepts without personal 

reference) predomintte. Cleariy, infonaati©n-giv # ing is also very different 

in the £wo settings. 

♦ v ^ 

17 
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Directing/influencing is almost exclusively the teacher'sr prerogative in^ 
classroom discourse, but in the play setting % everydne gets into the act), Children 
' £et a good deal of practiced this language function while interacting wf^i 

peers, arid as Wilkinson & Dollaghan (1979) no tie they ' are , adept not only at ' 

"softening" the forms of their directives, they can also be skillful at indirect 

f ' . ' 

refusals "to follow peer directives. /"Opportunity for pupils to use this communi- . 

s * • ' 

cative skill is not often present in teacher-directed lessors. 

In sum, it would a|jpear that while the t ypes of language events that pre- 

.dominate ifcUfcttese^ play settings are also frequent events in the classroom dis- 

course the children* experience, the carrying ou£ c of the associated language 

f,unction&/is very diff^re^t in the two settings* The communication skills which 

children m^y develop in the play setting are rarely exercised in the classroom 

. / ' 

lesson. 

» * * * 

* * Saliency of Language Events \ ^- •* 

tor Children - 

C The language events which pupils reported hearing after viewing videotape 
playbacks of pl^y group interaction were coded using thfe same categories as 
> the experienced observers used in rating frequency of language events. For 
v each classroom proportion? were derived by dividing the totkl number of responses * 

y in a particular category of language ^yent by the total number of codable resptnses 
, (or that class. (Reports o£ single wotds t>ut of sentence context could not be 
coded, e.gl, ...footprints..., ...cowboy..., ...pancake...). Table 2 presents 
/information on totel codable responses an* mean responses p"er pupil for each 

classroom. • Table 3 presents the proportions of Msponses for each type of 

' • / \ 

language event by claasroom. The Friedman two-way analysis' of ^riance by ranks 

* . % v <- 

indicates that patterns of reportihg language events as "heard" are consistent 

across classrooms (pv.001). * ^ 

The most frequently reported types of language everits are Directing/Ipfluencing 

and Ii^rmat ion-Giving, and the least ^frequently reported are Approving and 

* ¥ \ » ' « 

er|c i -v i8 , 



* Classroom 
Classroom 
Classroom 
Classroom 
Classroom 
Classroom 



TABLE 2 

Numbers of Codable Reports of Language Events 
■ (Totals and Means by Classroom) 



Number - 
of Pupils 
Reporting 

25 . 

• 24 
27 
29 
24 

• 25 



Total 

Codable 

Responses 

290 ' 
250 
K 254 
363 
308 
406 



.^lean Number . 
of Codable. Responses 
per Pupil 

11.60 * - 

10.42 

9.41 • 
12.52 . 
• 12.83 
' 16.24 



Word 



^^~ x TABLE 3 ■ 
Proport^ns of Language Events Reported 

Attention- Information- Information- Directing/ 





Play 


Getting 


Seeking 


Giving* 


Influencing 


Teasing 


Appirov 


Classroom A 


.141 


.076 


.048 „ 


.321 


.397 


'.017' 


Jjpoo 


Classroom B 


.184 


.112 


.0,24 ' 


.140, 


.268 


.272 


•^"faOOO 


Classroom C , 


.020 


.094 


.059 


.319 


i .370 


.138 


5000 


Classroom D 


.226 


.041 


.055 


.215" 


' .190 


.267 


.006 


Classroom £ 


.305 


.097 


.071 


.127 


.328 


.068 


.003 


Classroom F 


.153' 


.102 . 


.059 


.227 


.295 


.159 


.006 




x -22 
r 


.9tj df-6; 


p< .001 




• 
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Inforaation^Seeking. there axe certain obvious similarities and differences 
here witli regard to the predominance of language event? whifh are observed aod 

* « ** 

the predominance of language -events which are .reported. To begin with, Infor- 
mation-G'iving ranks first in observed language events and second in reported , 
language events, while Approving ranks last in both observed and" reported events* 
'In these cases, language events seem to be attended to in rough proportion to 
the frequency of their Qccurrence*. 



# 



This does not appear £o be the case for Directing/Influencing, Word Play, 
or Attention-Get ting-events. ^Directing/Inf luencing ranks third *in observed^ 
language events,* but it is a strong first in events reported by children. Word 
*Play ranks very levin observed events, but is clearly in the middle ranks of 
reported events. These types of language events appear to be attended to by/ 
children somewhat more than they actually occur. Attention-Getting, on the/ , 
other hand 7 , ranks second highest in observed events and thirl lowest in reported 

events. It would seem that attention-getting beha^ioj fails to command the 

<* * 

attention of children who view videotapes of play groups, much as if often fails 

\ r 

to command the attention of -the peers toward whom it is directed during play ^ 

time. Perhaps >r*ci>tion skills which children l«§arn and practice in play settings 

t 

include being alert to attempts to inf luence sthem, and screening out attempts 

to get* their attention. * / / 

Popil Status Variables * 
and Information Load 

Reports by participants in the jtlay groups of "what you heard anybody saying" 

^^^^^^ 

were analyzed separately to determine whether relati onships betwe en pupil status 
variables and "information load" followed the same patterns it play settings 
as 4n classroom settings. Information load is a measure of the total informa- 
tion reported back breach pupil, including' both actual language reported as 
heard and data on the social context in which that language occufred. In class 1 

room lessons, sex was not related to variance in information load, but peer status 

. ♦ . 



was, with pupils high in peer status reporting-back larger amounts of inf orma- 
tion than pupils of low or middle status!. • 

Table 4 present^ mean information load fpr each sub-group ^participants. 
Table 5 presents the analysis" of variance data for these means. Peer status 
contributes significantly to the variance in information load, (p< .Ql) , l>ut 

*\ 

sex does not. * Childreiy of high peer status report back more information than 

children of middle or low status. 'Thfe mean scores suggest that low status 

) 

boys are quite different from other subgroups but/ there ate no significant 
contrasts at p^.01. ~ 

To focus more precisely on a particular aspect oj^ information processed 
in the play setting, an additional analysis was made of participants' "citations 11 
of other children in the group as sources of the language ^they reported.. This- 
involved simply noting how many other children in the group were cited as sources 
one or more times. No count was made of the total number of citations. 

t^|>le 6 presents mean numbers of sources cited for -each subgroup of partici- 
pants. Table 7 presents the analysis of variance— dafa^for these means. Sex 
contributes significantly to the variance in citing of peers as language sources 
(p<\05) t but peer status does not. Girls cite other puj*il«s as* language' sources 
more frequently than boys. Again, there are no significant contracts . , 

These' data suggest that peer status variables relate to the processing of 

sociolinguistic information in similar ways in both classroom and. play settings. 

Citations of othfer pupils as sourcestVas not examined in quite this way in les- 

# 

son settings, but sex was a factor in the reporting of comments of other pupils, 

m t 

with girls reporting the comments of other girls significantly more often than 
those of boys, while bqys showed nc^ significant difference in reporting of girls* 
vs. boys^ comments^ (Morine-Dershimer , 2981) . Thus,. it would appear that 



girls process information fronTpfcfers somewhat differently than boys in both 
classroom and play settings, 

v 21 
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4 Females 
(N-18) 

Hales 
(N-18) 




. -0 



Participant Reports of Language "Heard" 
in Play Settings 
(mean information load by sex and peer status) 

Hfgh Peer 
Status 
(N-12) 



Low Peer 
Status 
(N-12) 

22.25 

14.08 



Middle Peer 
Status 
(N-12) 

23,00 

23.33 



34.25 

i 

30.92 



16. 



TABLE 5 
Analysis of Variance: 
Participant Reports of Language "Heard" 
in Play Settings 



Source df are ms F 

Sex 1 124.70 . 124.70 1.398 

Peer Status 2 » 1016.05 508.03 * 5.697** 

Interaction 2 379.06 . 189.53. ,2.125 f 

Within Groups 30 2675.00 89.17* 



Total 



35 



4194.81 



£.01 



/ 
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1 
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' TABLE! 6 

' Paytlclpant Citations of ?eers as 
Language Sources in'Play Settings 
(mean sources cited by spx and peer status) 



Females 
(N-18) 



Lo^Peer 

Status 
(N-12) 
2.67 



Middle, Pter 
Status 
(N»12)j 
2.50 



High- Peer 
Status 
(N-12) 
3.50 



Males 
(N-18) 



.67 




2.33 



TABLE 7 



Vari an 



Analysis of 
Participant Citations 
as Language Sources \n 



1.67 



ce : 
of Peers 
Settings 



Play 



Source 


df 


ss 




■ ms 


F 


Sex 


1 


16. 


00 


'1.6.00 


5. 84* 


Peer Status 


2 


5. 


71 


h.86 


1.04 


Interaction 


• 2 


6. 


19 


*3.10 3 


1.13 


Within Groups 


30 


82. 


.32 


2.74 




Total 


35 


" 110. 


22- 







< .05 
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Pupil Status Variables as Factors 
in Participation in Play Settings 

The difficulty ^>f transcribing verbal' interaction in play groiip xideotapes, 

and the amount of nonverbal interaction -Chat 'occurred, have, made it necessary 

£o analyze "participation 11 in play tfettingf in a rather different manner than ~* 

participation in* class discussions. In tfce latter case ( Ve used videotapes and 

transcripts to count the actual number of comments contributed by each pupil 

over six language arts lessons taught from September through. January . Peer 

status :did- not- contribute sigrfif icantly to frequency of participation in diss 

v • 

discussion, but sex "did. 

To examine the possible effects of these factors on ''participaticjp" in 
play groups, we have turned to more qualitative measures of participation. 
Our ten observers were asked to gues^ the identities pf the high and; low status 

, boys and gitls after viewing each videotape of children at play. They were 
also asked to indicate what cues they used for purposes of identification. 
Cues reportedly used for iden titration of high peer status children included.* 
other children's acceptance of his/her suggestions or directions, other children % 
seeking his/her attention, interaction with several other children, and playing 
actively. Cu£S reportedly used for identification of lov* peer status children 
included: playing alone, ^minimal verbal interaction with others, inability 
to get attention of others, and being teased by others. 

Table 8 presents data on agreemenNamong observers in identifying particular 9 
children as high or low status. In all instances but one there was significant 
agreement. As Siegel (1956) points out, agreement among raters does, not always 

* imply accuracy of rating. In this instance, we had a measure" of .peer status 
available to check observers 1 behavioral ratings against peer choices. In 
five out &f six play groups the low status boy was significantly singled out 
and correctly identified by observers. In only one of these groups was the 
high status boy significantly single^ out and correctly identified. In only 
two oixt of six play groups was the low status girl significantly singled out 
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TABLE 8 
Agreement Among Observers 
in Identifying High and Low Status 
{ . Participants in- Play Groups 
(Kenda*l coefficient of concordance) 



Playgroup Playgroup Playgroup Playgroup Playgroup Playgroup 



Boys 
Girls 



.19, 
.37 

** 



B 



.31 



** 



p< .05 
p< .01 



.49 
.67 



** 
** 



D 



E 



* 

.31 



.52 
.49 



** 
** 



.84 
.52 



** 
** 
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*nd correctly identified by observers, while In thrte other groups the high' 

statjus girl was significantly singled out and correctly identified. It would 

appear, then, that low status boys were the ipbst readily recognizable participants 

* 

in these,play groups, and <hat they did participate (were interacted with) 

differently in the^plajr setting than any other subgroup of children. This sug-. 

gests tt^at low peer status may be a more critical factor for boys in £lay settings 

than for boys in classroom Settings, or for girls in either play or classroom 

•* 

settings.- • 

j 

Classroom Differences % 
in Playgroup Interaction 

^ ' q * * 
Ten outside observers rated each play group on a five-point scale with 

^ I ^ 

regard to three dimensions of interaction: competitive vs. cooperative play; 

unimaginative vs. inventive use of materials; and repetitiveness vs, variation , 

of activities. (Videotapes had been edited to display as much variation of 

* 

play activities as possible; where little or no variation existed in the original 
tape it could not be displayed in the edited tape.) The Kendall coefficient 

of concordance was .used to analyze these ratings (transformed to rankings). 

• ** * 

There was significant agreement among observers on ratings of the play groups 
for each play group on eactr of these interactions . The coefficients of concor- 
dance were: competitive vs. cooperative play, W-.360 fc>< .01) \ unimaginative 
vs. inventive use of materials, W-:356 (p^.01); and^repetitiveness vs. variation " 

of activities, W»,242 (p£.05). 

« 

- Table 9 presents the mean ratings for each play group on each of these 
dimensions. (Competitive, unftoaginative, and -repetitive play were all at the 
lower end of the rating scale.) The lowest mean rating on all three of the 

..interactive .dimensions is accorded to Playgroup E. (This group focused on 
building block towels for 30 minutes, with the major variation being a contest 
between boys and girls to .b\iild the highest tower. They "stole" each othefr f s ■ 
blocks, and knocked down each other's tower*.) The highest mean rating on - 



•Playgroup A 
Playgroup B 
Playgroup 
Playgroup 
Playgroup 
Playgroup 



TABLE 9 
Mean R&tings of Play Groups 
on Three Interactive Dimensions 



Competitive 
vs. Cooperative 
Play 

3.2 
- • 3.3. 
3.8 
2.8 
2.5 
'4.2 



Unimaginative 
vs. Inventive 
Use of Materials 

3.9 
2.9 
A. 6 
3. A 
2. A 
3.7 



Repetitiveness 
vs. Variation 
of Activities 

3.3 
2.8 
3.9 

• ' 3.1 
2 • 2 

3.2 
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cooperative play is given to Playgroup F, which falls in the middle range of 
ratings on the dther two dimensions. * } * 

The highest mean ratings on inventive and varied- play activities go to 
Playgroup C. Playgroup A is also very high oh inventtiye play. (Group C 
oraanize'd and ran a series of running, squatting, and crawling races. Group A 
invented and played a' game" they called "Cat's Eye.") These four play groups 
stand out to the outside Qbservers , then, with regard to the type of involvement 
in play that they exhibited. , 

It is interesting to note that the same four classrooms stand out with 
regard to our data on classroom discourse. Classrooms A and C, whose pupils 
display -the most inventive play, according to our outside observers, were the, 
classroonw whose. discourse was described by our sociolinguistic analyst afe the 
dullest and most routine of the six f lassrooms , with 'the "form of doing school" 
appearing to b$ more important' to the teachers then any attempts to deal with 
cpntent. (See Part I of final report for further detail.) This result may be 
surprising.to some, but it follows- a pattern identified by Elkind, Deblinger 
& Adler (1970), who found that children removed from uninteresting classrooms 
ot activities were almost twice as "creative" on a variety of .tests as children ^ 
removed from interesting classrooms or activities. 

Classroom - E,* whose pupils are rated lowest on all three dimensions of 
play, showed significantly lower final reading achievement -'(entering reading 
controlled for) than Classroom F, whose pupils are rat^d highest on Cooperative^ 
play. Our sociolinguist distinguished between these two classrooms as well, 
pointing out that Teacher f condu^jd lessons that were rather like natural 
conversations, with "real" questions being asked, apd children contributing 
information abqpt their own experiences. Teacher E, on the other ljpnd,, tended 
to ask several children to respond to the same question, rarely identifying 
• any response . as best or most nearly accurate, and maintaining lf iron-f isted 



) 



control of the topic/ 1 ' (See P*rt I of final report for more detail.) l 
A reexamination of Table 1 may provide some clues about the type of verbal 

K 

interaction occurring in these two play groups which led observers to make these 
ratings of the two groups. The sums of rankings show Playgroup E to be consid- 
erably higher *an F in relative frequency of 'teasing, while Playgroup ¥ is 
\ 

markedly higher than E in informaj&ion-seeking, information-giving, and word 
play. It seems possible that a more cooperative (or "natural 11 ) style of class- 
room conversation has carried over into the play setting fpr children from Class- 
room F, while a more competitive style of classroom interaction has carried 
over into^J&e-pl^ for children from Classroom E; * s 

INTERPRETATIONS 

This special ,sub-study was undertaken because of some intriguing findings 
from the mala study indicating the importance of the pe€t gro\ip, and of status 
in the peer group, in relation to children f s processing of information in class- 
room settings. Several findings from the main study also suggested that children 
perceived differences between conversations in play groups and discourse in 
classrooms. The findings presented here are based on a v6ry limited sample of 
play groups, yet we believe that they are suggestive of some potentially produc- 
tive questions for future research. * 

n 0 , * 

The finding that importaivt language functions, such as attention-getting, 

information-giving, and directing/influencing, are carried out quite differently 

in classroom leBsons as opposed to play settings is not very surprising. However 

nlany prior studies that have comp^jed children ^s language in these two settings 

have focused on minority culture groups, suggesting that the differences found 

f 

resulted from differences between minority and dominant cultures, and contributed 
singularly to the academic difficulties of minority group children (e.g., Philips 
1972; Boggs, 1972; Dumont, 1972). These datd suggest that a more |fervasive 
difference exists, the difference between the .subculture of childhood and the 
dominant culture of adulthood. Most importantly for educators, perhaps, is 
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the fact that tt£ communicative competencies* which these children appear to 
be practicing and developing in ^lay groups are rarely built on or utilized 
ia the* classroom setting. „ * ' , 

'The fact that there are important similarities in these children's patterns 
language reception (or processing of 4 so^linguisti c onformation) in class- 
room and play settings Is the' ni&st interesting finding from our* own potq^t of 
view. It would appear that these children have learned certair^skills of screening 
out language -events which may%xedominate in frequency of occurrence but be 
perceived as less important for purposes of effective functioning in the setting 
(e.g. ^teacher questions* in lessons, and attention-getting of playmates in 
play settings). At the s&me time they have developed skill in attending to 
language events which may 'occur less frequently, but are perceived as quite 
important tor effective functioning in the setting (e.g., pupil responses 
to questions in lessons^ and directing/influencing attempts of playmates in play 

-">w 

settings). - 

The data show further that peer status and sex are related tb^>tterns of 
processfftg information i% both lesson and play settings.. Participants of higher 
peer status report back mpre total information ^ianguage and social context) 
in both settings. Girls appear to be, more alert than boys to the source of , 
language in both settings, reporting back more comments of other girls than 
of boys in lessons, and citing more .playmates as sources of language in play 

settings. |^ . * 

These findings suggest, to us that yhile t h e language production skills 
which children practice in play settings may not be frequently used in cCass- 
toom lessons, the language reception skills which they practice are beings used. 

* Our data on children's interpretations of the functions of question cycles 
suggest that questions serve, to identify the topic that one nfce4s to know about,- 
while responses give th$ actual information which needs to be remembered. (See 
Part II of final report for more detail.) ^ 
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And certainly, children are called on to be receivers of l^pguage in classroom 
lessons more frequently than they a^e called on to be producers of language.- 
The question is, are these reception skills productive or effective in class- 
room lessons. Thfe answer would seem to be in the negative,^ at least with regard 
to final reading achievement. 

• <» 
Findings in the main study- indicated that, while hfgher attention to the 

responses of other pupils was associated with higher peer status (p < .05),. 

higher attention to teacher q>*es£ions was associated with higher entering reading 

achievement (p^ .001). Higher "information load," which is characteristic of ^ 

information processing in both play and lesson settings for children Vho achieve 

social success in the peer grgup, does* not contribute Significantly to final . 

reading achievement, when entering reading is controlled for. Girls' alertness 

to language sources ^in both settings is apparently not an academically effective 

strategy either, for girls were significantly lower than boys in final reading 

' ' ' v 
achievement, when entering reading was controlled for (p K .02). (See Part itl 

of final report for more detail on all of these relationships.) 

Thf data from this study thus sjjggfcst that while children appear to be 
applying language reception strategies which they practice in play groups to 
the classroom lesson setting,' these strategies may not be information processing 
strategies which lead to .effective learning in the classroom setting. In fact, 
reception strategies which are effective in peer* group settings may be counter- 
productive* in lessons. The possibility of detrimental effects of pee^ inter- 
action on the language development of young children has been raised by other 
studies. CBates, 1975; Nllson, 1973). dearly, this is a matter which^deserves 
further. study. 

Our findings in the main. study indicated Jthat participation in class dis- 
cussions was a critical variable for academic success in these classroom set- 
k tings. Participation in discussions contributed significantly Cp^.0027) to the < 

♦ explained variance in final reading achievement, with entering reading controlled 



for. (See Part III of final' report.) Similarly, participation in play settings 

appears^ be faportant for success in the peer group*. In both settings there 
appears to be aome interaction between sax and acquired status with regard to 

participation. , ' feW 

# f * * ' \ ^ 

In our play groups, the boys of low/p%er Status stand out to uninformed 

outside -observers, because they interact and are interacted with very differently. 

r * 

They' stay isolated frpm others, are ignored in, their attempts^ to initiate inter- 

action, and ^re frequently, teased by. others. Thus, we might say that boys who W 

are less successful^ the peer group participate less in the play group activities 
J 

than other children. ' Thi£ is not true for girls of low peer status, who are not 

9 

readily identified by the outside observers. * 
\n classroom lessons, on the ottfer hand, girls of high academic (entering 
reading) .status ^tand out to the outside observer (coder of interaction), be- 
cause thevj^ract differently. They participate in class discussions signifi- 
cantly less frequently tfian high achieving boys (p<..01). Thus, girls who ate 
more successful in the academic group participate less in lesson activities.-. 
These rather different patterns of relationships among sex, 'status, and 
articipation in lesson arid play group settings appear to us to be gather* para- 

xicalfr We make no attempt to explain them #t th^s point, but we do believe >■ 

N i ' ' 

they deserve further investigation. 1 

- " 
The finding* presented here with regard to ^bssi'ble relationships between 

patterns of classroom discourse and types of interaction exhibited in play set- 

tings are also intriguing'and, w/fe believe, deserving of further study. We ddubt 

* >, * 

that anyone would want to urge teachers to become more dull and routine' in their 

lessons^ in an'attempt to encourage more creative play among their pupils during 

free time. *t would certainly be worth knowing, however, whether more "natural" 

t 

conversational language in lessons is related to botji increased academic , learning , 
and more cooperative play among children in other school settings. Our Teacher 
F demonstrates that 'such a relationship (desired by mfny) is at least possible. 
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We earnestly hope that further studies may give us additional information about 

the probability of such relationships occurring. > 
» 

We have one final -observation. All of our findings Seem to lend strength 
to Stubbs' (1976) statement that the peer group is "the most powerful linguistic 
influence on children." Tflfere^has been much interest in recent years in comparing 
home and school settings in order to identify "discontinuities" which may exist, \ 
and may contribute to children's difficulties in learning to read. In fact*, 
several of. the eight sociolinguistic studies funded by NIE', of which this is 
one, were designed to address that question; The findings presented here suggest, 
that we should not limit our^ttenti citato, or even, perhaps, concentrate our 
attention on, adult-cHild interactions* in die out-of-school setting, interactions 
among children in pl&y groups can provLrfe us with valuable information about 
how communication skills learned in informal settings may affect communicative 
co^etefnce in the classroom. In particular, we need ( to le^rn much more about 
how languageVeception operates in these two settings. Such research could 
make it possible for us eventually to help teachers to build classroom discus- 
sion processes on children's communicative competencies, rather thai! on their ^ * \ 
weaknesses. • * 
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